Where the Penis Never Softens 


All Muslim scholars and historians of Islam concur that from its very inception, 
the faith has been characterised not only by violent internal strife but a no less 
violent succession of external Jihadi conquests. And in view of its integral anti- 
Semitism, we should not be unduly surprised that Islam fought its first war against 
the Jews, not in 1948 to prevent the creation of Israel, but in 627 AD at Medina 
where, according to Islamic tradition, Mohammed wrecked a terrible vengeance 
on the Jewish Qurazah tribe who had, so it is claimed, sided with his Meccan 
enemies at the ‘Battle of the Trench’. After his victory, the same accounts tell us he 
slaughtered, as was his rule, all the men and enslaved the children and the women, 
a practice which the Koran legitimises in Chapter 8, Al Anfal, meaning ‘The 
Spoils of War’, as in Verse 2: “They ask thee concerning the spoils. Say, “the 
spoils of war are for Allah and the Messenger.’ This citation begs the 
question...why should a religion of peace require a chapter of its holy book 
devoted exclusively to ’the spoils of war’? (For more details, see Appendix E, 
Spoils of War.) 

The list of spurious causes for Muslim violence are legion. Numbered among 
them are poverty, ‘marginalisation’, western imperialism, Zionist oppression, 
‘false flag’ operations in the name of Islam, as with Corbyn’s ‘hand of Israel’. 
(See Appendix G) But however long this list, one factor in the equation, without 
which there would be no suicide bombings, massacres, hijackings, crucifixions, 
rapes, beheadings and kidnappings, is nearly always missing: Islam and _ its 
teachings on Jihad. Has it never occurred to those who think such up such causes 
that while there must be countless millions of non-Muslims who conform to the 
profiles ascribed to the typical Muslim terrorist, none of them has flown a 
passenger jet into a skyscraper, blown themselves up on a bus, in a mosque, 
church, tube train, or cafe, machined gunned Jewish children outside a school, 
journalists in an office or tourists on a beach, or beheaded, enslaved, raped, buried 
and burned alive or crucified someone of a different religion or a wrong version of 
their own? The insistence that Islam has nothing to do with terrorist crimes carried 
out by self-proclaimed Muslim Jihadis in the name of Islam is no less absurd than 
an historian claiming that Roman Catholicism had nothing to do with the 
Inquisition, National Socialism with the Holocaust, or Bolshevism with the 
Stalinist terror. Implicit in this denial of Islam as the prime motivating factor in 
terrorist acts carried out by Muslims is the arrogant assumption by those that 
make it is that they know better than the terrorists themselves what the terrorists 
actually believe in, and what they are thinking when they act as they do. They are 
therefore unable to explain why it is that Muslim suicide bombers frequently 
make martyrdom videos just prior to their self-immolation, videos which express 
their total dedication to the cause of Islam, and a no less total certainty that their 
self-sacrifice will be rewarded, just as the Koran and Hadith promise, by 
everlasting sensual delights in Paradise, or account for the fact that on those few 
occasions when would-be suicide bombers are arrested before they accomplish 
their goal, they almost invariably confirm that this was the promise made to 
them by those that trained and sent them on their sacred mission. 
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And yet there is ample evidence from Arab Middle Eastern sources that as part 
of their preparation, prospective suicide bombers would have been told, or 
perhaps if literate, read for themselves in their holiest book, that on completing 
their mission and arriving in paradise, they would find themselves ‘reclining on 
couches in rows' and have 'as companion’s fair maidens, having wide, beautiful 
eyes’. (Koran, Chapter 52, Verse 21) Reading on, the aspiring martyr would learn 
that 'For the God-fearing awaits a place of security, gardens and vineyards, and 
maidens with swelling breasts, like of age, and a cup overflowing’. (78: 31-34) 
With an infinity of time on their hands, should our Jihadi martyrs desire a change 
of company then, with more than a hint of homo-eroticism, there is always the 
prospect that there will 'wait upon them youths of their own, pure as though they 
were pearls, well preserved’. (Chapter 52, Verse 25) In addition to sodomy, we 
have another delight on offer that is forbidden to Muslims here on planet earth, 
though judging by the absence of the usual after-effects, it could well be of the 
alcohol-free variety: ‘In the gardens of Bliss, seated on thrones, facing one 
another, they will be served around with a cup from a flowing fountain, sparkling 
white wine, delicious to the drinkers, wherein there will be no intoxication, nor 
will they be exhausted thereby.’ (32:44-8) Just as well, because for company, 
our celestial boozers will have ‘chaste women with restrained looks and large 
beautiful eyes’. (37: 49) Various Hadith elaborate on these themes, one of the 
most explicit being the 'soft porn'-styled Al-Itqan Fi Ulum al Qu'ran, p.351: 


Each time we sleep with a houri we find her virgin. Besides, the penis of the Elected 
never softens. The erection is eternal; the sensation that you feel each time you 
make love is utterly delicious and out of this world and were you to experience it in 
this world you would faint. Each chosen one will marry seventy [sic] houris, beside 
the women he married on earth, and all will have appetising vaginas. 


In this Hadith, we seem to be two houris light, but not to worry, as the deficit 
has been made good by enrolling the services of wives. And presumably, in 
paradise as on earth, they cannot say no. But here there is a problem, because 
despite its being a “perfect book’ with each of its verses ‘mutually supporting’ the 
rest, the Koran cannot seem to make up its mind whether or not wives are to share 
with their husbands the delights of paradise. In another verse, those fallen warriors 
favoured by Allah will be ‘seated on couches inwrought with gold and jewels, 
reclining thereon and facing each other’, while there ‘wait on them youths who 
will not age, carrying goblets and ewers and cups filled out of a flowing spring’, 
‘carrying such fruits as they choose and flesh of birds as they desire’. (56: 16-22) 
This is obviously a wife-less gathering, because on offer are ‘fair maidens with 
wide, lovely eyes like pearls well-preserved, as a reward for what they did’. (56: 
23-25) ‘What they did’ was to have fought and died for the cause of Allah. So it 
seems from this account that we what have here is a combination of a brothel, an 
eternal Sharia stag party and an Islamic Valhalla. Chapter 52, Verses 20-25, 
presents the same picture: ‘And He will say to them, eat, drink with happy 
enjoyment because of what you used to do’ [so, again, clearly a reward for retired 
Jihadis]. ‘On that day, they will be reclining on couches arranged in rows. And We 
shall give them as companion’s fair maidens, having wide, beautiful eyes.’ 
Confirmation, if any were needed, that this is also a no-wives affair is to be found 
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in the next two verses: “And they will turn to one another, asking questions. And 
they will say, “before this, when we were among our families, we were very much 
afraid of Allah’s judgement”. (52: 26-7) So where are their families, especially 
their wives (either singular or plural)? Here the plot thickens, because we read in 
Chapter 43, Verse 71, the following: ‘Enter ye the Garden, you and your wives, 
honoured and happy’. But, just as previously, “there will be passed around to them 
dishes of gold and cups, and therein will be all that the souls desire and which the 
eyes delight. And therein you will dwell for ever.’ ‘all that that the souls desire’ 
maybe...but not the flesh. For where are the ‘fair maidens’ with their ‘wide, 
beautiful eyes’ and ‘swelling breasts’? 

And the confusion continues. In Chapter 38, Verses 51,53 we see ‘the 
righteous’ being entertained by ‘chaste women with their eyes downcast [that is, 
submissive and compliant], companions of equal age’, but Chapter 36, Verses 56- 
7 of Allah’s ‘perfect book’ has ‘the inmates [sic] of Heaven’, namely ‘they and 
their wives’, ‘reclining on raised couches’ in ‘pleasant shades’ with not a houri in 
view. What is, or is not, going on? Finally, we have a third permutation on the 
same theme. To recapitulate, according to the ‘perfect’ Koran, first we had a men- 
only paradise resembling a stag-party with escorts thrown in; then a paradise for 
married couples or permitted multiples of the same but minus the holy hookers. 
Now we have what seems to be a singles or swingers option: ‘But who does good, 
whether male or female, and is a believer, these will enter the Garden; they will be 
provided therein with measure.’ (40: 41) 

Moving on from the confusions of the Koran as to what exactly is on offer for 
today’s aspiring suicide bomber, we find Hadith advertising a range of competing 
bordello paradises, each with its own unique brand of carnal gratifications. One 
Hadith that promises that new arrivals will be ‘coupled with seventy-two spouses 
from the wide-eyed maidens of paradise’, is easily outbid by another, which 
guarantees that all 'shall be married off to four thousand virgins, eight thousand 
slave girls and one hundred wide-eyed virgins of paradise and seventy of his 
inheritance from the people of hell fire.” Should any aspiring martyr booking this 
particular package entertain any doubts as to his physical ability to rise to the 
challenges presented both his mind and his genitals will be set at rest by the 
small print, which reassures him that he will discover that his ‘arousal never 
wavers’, a Sharia Viagra no less, that could be promoted as 'Shiagra’ or perhaps 
even the more risqué 'Shagra'. Al-Ghazzali (1058-1111), the most authoritative of 
all Sunni scholars, provides a description of Paradise’s facilities so detailed as to 
have been derived from first-hand experience: 


These places are built of emeralds and jewels and in each building, there will be 
seventy rooms of red colour and in each room seventy sub-rooms of green colour 
and in each sub room there will be one throne and over each throne seventy beds of 
varied colours and on each bed a girl having sweet black eyes. There will be seven 
girls in each room. Each believer will be given such strength in the morning as he 
can cohabit with them. 


Thus, 168,070,000 couplings per night. Muslim capers in paradise are 
wonderful material for comedians, as with many other goings-on in this often- 
preposterous belief system...but who in their right mind would dare? So much for 
the men, with their penises that never soften. But what of their wives, and women 


generally? Here, as we have already noted with the Koran, there is ambiguity in 
the sources. In some, wives are described as having to share their men folk with a 
never-ending supply of re-cycled virgins. In other accounts, they are absent. Either 
way, the Muslim Paradise, as one would expect, is a very male affair. Perhaps part 
of the answer as to the whereabouts of wives is to be found in a famous Hadith of 
the prophet, recorded in Bukhari 10521: 'The prophet said; "I saw the Hell-Fire 
and I had never seen such a horrible sight. I saw that most of the inhabitants were 
women."’. Claims have been made, some in jest, others with the intention of 
presenting Islam in as sane light as possible (no easy task, as the above citations 
demonstrate), that the promise of 72 virgins or houris is a mistranslation, that it 
should read 72 raisins. If so, these must be raisins like no others, because they 
have sprouted sweet black eyes, swelling breasts and appetising vaginas, while 
their consumption requires an ever-erect penis. 

Muslims understandably can be a little touchy about this subject, as proved to 
be the case when Louis Smith, an Olympic gymnast, posted a short video of 
himself and two friends sending up certain aspects of Islam, including the reward 
of virgins in paradise, which he numbered at only sixty. Father Ted and Dave 
Allen in their time had made careers lampooning similar nonsense peddled and 
antics performed by the Roman Catholic Church without suffering any adverse 
consequences from the Vatican. But this was Islam. Within hours, Mohammed 
Shafig, Chief Executive of the Ramadan Foundation, had pounced. Islam was no 
laughing matter: ‘I think he [Smith] should apologise immediately.’ And of 
course, after being bombarded with protests from Smith’s politically correct fans, 
and perhaps also with the fate of the Charlie Hebdo staff in mind, that is what he 
did: ‘I recognise the severity [sic!] of my mistake [not presumably his short- 
changing the number of virgins] and hope it can be used as an example of how 
important it is to respect others at all times.’ Not only as a punishment for the 
offender, but we must assume pour discourager les autres, Smith was suspended 
for three months by the UK’s ruling athletic body, just for making a joke about a 
religion. Evidently, those who govern the affairs of UK athletics deemed it is 
necessary to conform to the principle enunciated by Corbyn in Trafalgar Square 
on February 12, 2006, that everyone must ‘show respect for each other’s faith’, 
faiths which many cannot ‘respect’ without betraying beliefs they themselves 
hold dear. Had it never occurred to Corbyn that different faiths and secular-based 
convictions exist precisely because they do not share, and, therefore ‘respect’, 
many of the core assumptions of other belief systems? How can an observant Jew 
for example ‘respect’ the belief incumbent on a Christian that Jesus was the true 
Messiah, or a Muslim that he was the crucified son of god, or all three that the 
myriads of Hindu gods actually exist, or an atheist that the universe was created 
around 6,000 years ago by an entity called god in six days, the first three without 
any sun (created on the fourth day) by which they could be measured? For its 
enforcement, the Corbyn principle requires a Respect Police that outwardly at 
least, will compel respect for beliefs we do not share, to detect and punish those 
who laugh or joke about beliefs we find amusing or even ludicrous, and criticise 
those religious practices we abhor, for example, Koran and Hadith-sanctioned 
terrorism, anti-Semitism, child abuse, homophobia and misogyny. 

Whatever Smith’s real opinion on the matter might have been, Mohammed 
Shafiq’s was that even respect by non-Muslims for Islam was simply not enough: 
‘Our faith is not to be mocked, our faith is to be celebrated’. ’Celebrated’? Since 
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Muslims already do so, then ‘celebrated’ by whom exactly? Why, by non- 
Muslims of course. Non-Muslims must ‘celebrate’ a faith they do not share, and 
in some cases, fear and/or despise, whose holy book (8:55) describes them as 
‘the vilest of animals’, and that a growing number of infidels, a majority in nearly 
every European country, believes is incompatible with the values and institutions 
of western civilisation. And can one imagine the reverse, of Christians, Jews and 
Hindus demanding that Muslims celebrate their respective faiths, and no less 
improbably, Muslims agreeing to do so? We will in due course encounter Mr 
Shafiq again when he defines the Ramadan Foundation’s definition of what 
constitutes free speech. 

Joking aside, the authenticated sources for the pleasures that await Muslim 
warriors in the afterlife, while certainly differing widely in detail, all agree that 
Paradise offers a sumptuously erotic life-style denied to all but the most privileged 
of their faith on planet earth, like for example, one of Corbyn’s Jihadi ‘friends’, 
the billionaire Hamas leader, Khaled Marshaal, relaxing, so Egyptian TV 
delighted in showing its viewers, by the swimming pool of his five-star Qatar 
hotel with his permanently on-tap team of Russian prostitutes...or should it be 
houris? And those in the west who have been duped by the Palestinian Authority’s 
pose of reasonableness and moderation, even to the extent of according it 
diplomatic recognition, might be surprised to learn that it too entices young men 
and even boys to sacrifice their lives in 'martyrdom' missions against Israeli Jews 
with the promise of sexual bliss in Paradise, as in a PA TV transmission of March 
21, 2015. A mother explains her feelings about the loss of her son in one such 
operation: ‘It's our duty to give ourselves and our children. Praise Allah, it’s true 
that this hurts, and that we feel agony and pain. [But] It's [also] true what they say, 
that we ululate [make sounds of joy] for our dead children because our child is 
going to heaven to marry the dark-eyed virgins, Allah willing.” On November 7, 
2015, the PA daily, Al- Hayat Al-Jaddida, carried the following item: ‘Minister of 
Women’s Affairs Haifa Al Agha noted the Palestinian woman’s uniqueness, which 
differentiates from the women of the [rest of the] world, as only she receives 
news of her son’s martyrdom with cries of joy’. This was voice of the Palestinian 
Authority, be it noted, not Hamas or the Islamic State, recognised by 138 states, 
only 28 less than Israel, the same ‘authority’ with which Israel has to negotiate 
a ‘two-state solution’ to the Palestine question 

It must be hard for those (mainly, but not exclusively, of the Sharia left) to 
accept the evidence that the chief, if not only motive for 'martyrdom missions' is 
not the desire to create a more just society down here on earth, or even strike a 
blow against Israel or ‘western imperialism’, but the gratification in paradise of 
urges and appetites which, thanks to their religion, this world, except for a 
privileged few, generally denies them. The most elementary common sense 
compels us to accept that only a truly, and not outwardly devout Muslim parent 
would in the first place believe in the existence of this holy whorehouse in the sky 
and, what is more, offer up their (male) children so they could gain admittance to 
it. And if, as we are invited to believe, that Islam being a religion of peace, is to 
be excluded as a factor contributing to such acts of 'martyrdom' (carried out 
nevertheless by Muslims in the name of Islam) , then we must also accept the 
absurd proposition that such acts, when perpetrated, as they sometimes are, by 
new converts to Islam, would have been carried out by them even if they had not 
converted to it. Take the case of Elton Simpson, one of the two Muslims killed by 
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police in their thwarted attack on the free speech 'Draw Mohammed’ event in 
Garland, Texas, on May 3, 2015. Simpson had converted to Islam while still at 
school, and then came to the attention of the Federal authorities when suspected of 
intending to travel to Somalia on a Jihadist mission. Speaking after Simpson’s 
death in the abortive Garland attack, his attorney said that ‘he was a normal guy, a 
normal kid. He was kind and respectful. The only [sic] thing that would stand out 
was that he was a devout Muslim.’ That says it all: ‘only’. But this ‘only’ was 
enough to turn Simpson, just like so many others like him, into an assassin. 

To take another, identical, case, and like all the others, a tragic one for all 
concerned, that of Brusthom Ziamani. Brought up in the UK by a family of 
Jehovah Witnesses, a faith noted for its pacifism and complete disinterest in 
politics, after converting to Islam, he at once decided to emulate the murder of 
Fusillier Lee Rigby in September 2013 by two other recent converts to Islam, both 
of whom Ziamani revered as ‘legends’. Surely this alone, the explicit desire to 
emulate two idolised Muslim assassins and would-be ‘martyrs’, should suffice as 
proof that Ziamani saw himself as a Muslim Jihadi, not as conventional ‘secular' 
would-be murderer who, for no apparent reason, one day took it into his head to 
kill at random the first British soldier he came across. Granted that his behaviour 
certainly resembled in certain respects that of a psychopath. But its cause was not 
clinical mental disorder, but religious faith. Ziamani was not a psychopath, but 
your typical western Jihadi Muslim. When arrested as a terrorist suspect, he was 
carrying a bag containing a 12-inch knife, a hammer...and an Islamic flag. Before 
his arrest, he had posted on line not only a list of his intended victims, including 
gays, lesbians and British soldiers, but also, following the example of ISIS, Shi’a 
Muslims. What possible motive could he have had for wanting to kill specifically 
Shi’a Muslims other than the theological? Finally, Ziamani proclaimed that like 
his hero killers of Lee Rigby, he ‘was willing to die for Allah’. What more proof 
could there possibly be that his intended actions were motivated exclusively by 
his religious beliefs? Brusthom Ziamani was, like so many other essentially 
decent young men who have been transformed by conversion to Islam into 
aspiring or actual assassins, a tragic figure, who is now serving a 22-year jail 
sentence that will effectively destroy his entire life and bring immeasurable grief 
to his parents. Surely it is high time the infidel West acknowledged and acted on 
the truth that Jihad is as central to Islam as _ belief in the resurrection of Jesus is 
to Christians. (See Appendix L for the proof) 

Those who, like Obama and Hilary Clinton, in an attempt to avoid offending 
what we might call ‘world Muslim opinion’, have denied the obvious connection 
between Islam and terrorism, need to be asked; what is_ the statistical likelihood 
of every know instance of a suicide attack, starting with 9/11, being carried out 
exclusively by those describing themselves as Muslims? Any expert in probability 
theory will tell them that the chances of this are so remote as to be neigh-on 
incalculable. They will be told, just accept the only plausible conclusion, that the 
virtual one to one correlation between becoming a suicide bomber and being a 
Muslim is not due to pure chance, but to the Muslims in question believing they 
had a sacred duty to wage Jihad. Of course, not all Muslims are Jihadis, though at 
the very least, as a number of surveys have shown, hundreds of millions of 
Muslims who are not still approve of their actions, since it is integral to their faith. 
But all suicide bombers are Muslims. So what are we to make of President 
Obama's repeated denials of there being any connection whatsoever between 
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terrorism practised by those describing themselves as Muslims, and the actual 
‘religion of peace’? One particularly lamentable example must suffice: ‘Islam is 
not part of the problem in combating violent extremism; it is an important part of 
promoting peace’. Not part of the problem? Promoting peace? Let us quote again 
from Chapter Eight, Verse Thirteen of the Koran: ‘I will cast terror into the hearts 
of those who disbelieve.’ Yes, terror. Perhaps Obama had been persuaded that as 
the Koran’s injunction to beat disobedient wives, there is here too an alternative 
‘reading’ beneath the ‘surface’, one that transforms these words into the opposite 
of what they seem to say. How else could he truly believe not only that the world 
would still be plagued by this ‘violent extremism’ even if Islam did not exist, but 
given that it does, that Islam is part of the solution for its elimination? 

Obama is an intelligent, well-educated man, which renders it all the more 
incongruous that he should have lauded a religion so utterly opposed in every 
respect to his own domestic policies, which have been arguably the most liberal of 
any US President in history. So the motive for his public stance on Islam can only 
be, we must assume, political expediency, and not one of genuine conviction. 
Otherwise, how else to explain for example his courageous support for the 
legalisation of same-sex marriage, a measure that overcame fanatical opposition 
from domestic Christian bigots, but would be unthinkable in states ruled by Sharia 
law, where homosexuality, legal in every western country, carries a mandatory 
death sentence? 

We must also ask...what is the nature of this ‘extremism’ whose name, to 
paraphrase Oscar Wilde on the love between homosexuals, not only Obama, 
but nearly all infidel politicians, dare not speak? Jihadis do not do what they do 
‘in the name of terrorism’, as Prime Minister Cameron so fatuously claimed after 
the murder of Fusillier Lee Rigby by two recent converts to Islam. Often as not, at 
the very moment of their martyrdom, they cry out ‘God is great’, never, 
‘terrorism’ or ‘extremism’ is great. Likewise, Obama's term ‘violent extremism' 
on its own means nothing and, one suspects, is meant to. We all know what 
violent means. 'Violent' is an adjective, describing a noun, in this case, an action, 
such as a blow, that applies a substantial degree of force to its object, which can 
be either animate or inanimate, in this context obviously the former. But until we 
know something about the nature of this ‘extremism’ in addition to its being 
‘violent’, the phrase remains in a void, lacking any specific meaning. Obama could 
have just as easily said ‘extremist violence’, and we would have been no more the 
wiser. To be ‘extreme’ in relation to something can be an entirely commendable 
quality, as in extremely industrious, honest, kind, loving etc. 

Before we can 'combat' this ‘extremism’, we need to be able to identify what it 
is that is extreme. There has to be an extreme something. Otherwise, we are just 
chasing shadows. The same applies to violence. Violent what? The world is full of 
violence, some of it man-made, but most of it deriving from natural causes, such 
as earthquakes, storms, etc. The same is true of extremes, such as those generated 
by climate. Juxtaposing these two terms, whether as nouns or adjectives, gets us 
nowhere. Violent extremism? Extreme violence? What are the specific, unique 
distinguishing features of this 'extremism' in addition to its being ‘violent’, that 
will ensure that we are ‘combating’ the right one? For Obama's sentence to make 
any sense, we need an adjective to describe the ‘extremism’, Islamic, or a noun to 
denote what it is that is violent, Islam. But for reasons that are as obvious as 
they reprehensible, the President of the United States did not see fit to provide 
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either. 

This demeaning game of semantic blind man's bluff, as we all know, has one 
purpose only, and that is to evade saying what everyone knows to true, that the 
‘violent extremism’ he is referring to has its origins in Islam, as even a brave few 
Muslims agree, and it is being perpetrated exclusively by Muslims. Some, unlike 
Obama, do indeed admit to the existence of a specifically Islamic ‘extremism’ or 
‘fundamentalism’, one that is exclusively responsible for all the crimes and 
‘excesses’ committed in the name of true faith, a so-called ‘Islamism’. But those 
that do use these terms still insist that the parent doctrine is peaceful. But surely, 
if that is the case, should it not follow that the more ‘extreme’ (or devout) a 
Muslim is, or the more he or she remains true to its ‘fundamentals’, that is, core 
teachings, the more peaceful they will be, given that these teachings are 
themselves ‘peaceful’? (Thus the mantra, repeated after Jihadi atrocities, that 
Islam is a ‘religion of peace’.) 

In the light of his state of denial on the subject, one hopes that Obama's 
intelligence service translated and forwarded to him the following analysis of the 
relationship between Islam and Jihadi terrorism: 'When the people of ISIS 
perpetrate slaughter, murder, rape, immolation and all those barbaric crimes, they 
say they are relying on the Sharia, they say that this based on a certain Koranic 
chapter, on a certain saying of Ibn Taymiyyah, or on some historical event. To tell 
the truth, everything ISIS says is correct.’ These are the thoughts, not of a raging 
Islamophobe', but of a Muslim journalist, Ibrahim Eissa, during an Egyptian 
Television broadcast of February 3, 2015. One would have thought that this is an 
example of just the kind of straight talking that Obama, if he had been serious 
about soliciting the support of Muslims in the fight against ‘extremism’, would 
have welcomed with open arms. Not a bit of it. He preferred the advice of the 
theocratic Muslim Brotherhood, ally of Hamas and sworn enemies of Egypt's 
reformers and secularists. Yet Obama, as recent US Presidents go, was not an 
especially devout man. He had for example, and this was to his credit, unlike 
some of his predecessors and political opponents, publicly avowed his agreement 
with evolution. 

So, the great mystery remains...why could he not see, or admit, that religion 
motivates people to do great harm just as easily, and especially with Islam, often 
more easily, as it can to do good? Why this intellectually pathetic, almost 
despairing attempt always to attribute no religious motives to actions that no 
averagely intelligent and sane person, confronted with the evidence, would 
attribute to anything else? In one of his many attempts to separate Jihadism from 
any connection with Islam, he made a quite truly extraordinary statement. Despite 
its name, the Islamic State could not be Islamic, because ‘no [sic] religion 
condones the killing of innocents’. Really? We can assess this (preposterous) claim 
in a number of ways, and then dispense with those that will lead onto false paths. 
Firstly, when Obama says ‘no religion’ is he referring a) to its teachings as defined 
by its foundational texts; b) the behaviour of those who claim to adhere to them 
or c) the religion’s institutions? Surely given the context, Obama must mean a 
religion’s teachings, because its adherents, being mere mortals, will inevitably err 
in their behaviour. Since they too are comprised of fallible mortals, the same 
applies to institutions, with the exception of the Catholic church, which, having 
being founded by the son of god, says it ‘cannot err’. (If so, how come then its 
admittedly somewhat belated mea culpa for its persecution of Galileo?) All things 
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considered therefore, our concern is primarily with teachings. 

Let us put aside for the moment Islam, with its Koranic commands to wage 
war against the infidel and its law that punishes apostates with death, the Aztecs, 
with their human sacrifices to Teotl, and the gladiatorial contests of pagan Rome, 
and focus instead on Obama's own religion, Christianity. (He is a member of the 
vehemently anti-Zionist Congregationalist Trinity United Church of Christ.) Since 
his statement, seemingly so straightforward and to a believer, self-evidently true, 
is in fact open to a number of interpretations, each in its own way problematic, we 
must first ask: are we to infer from Obama's claim that not one of the 100,000 or 
so women condemned and burned to death as witches from the 16th to the 18% 
century was an ‘innocent’, because they were punished in accordance with the 
Bible’s ‘suffer not witches to live’, Exodus 28: 2? Belief in the existence of 
witches, and that they consorted with Satan, was given official endorsement by 
the Papal Bull of Innocent (sic) VII in 1484, followed by the publication in 1486 
of the witch-hunters guide, Compendium Maleficarum, the demand for which was 
so great that it went through 30 more editions. If witches, defined by the Church 
as women (of course) being in league with Satan, have never existed, even though 
the Bible says they do (for why else the prescribed punishment) and that therefore 
all the women so accused, convicted and burned were, beyond any doubt, 
‘innocents’, then it surely follows that not only the Churches who burned them 
were guilty of an appalling crime, but even more so, the religion that demanded 
their execution. 

We can be sure that Obama, who, it is safe to assume, does not believe in 
witches, did not intend to lead us to this conclusion. But there is no way round it. 
Either, as the Bible says, witches do exist, and god is justified in wanting them 
killed, or they do not, in which case god is not merely condoning, but demanding 
the killing of innocents. It also transpires that Obama’s god is a killing god for 
demanding the putting to death of people for doing things that US law today 
would in most cases find to be legal. Let me explain. For a Protestant such as 
Obama is, it is the Bible, and the Bible alone, which contains the true word and 
teachings of god. Like his deeds, most of god’s laws are to found in the Old 
Testament, in the five books of Moses. The third, Leviticus, and _ fifth, 
Deuteronomy, specify a considerable number of acts that god had forbidden the 
Jews to commit, and were to be punished by death. Leviticus lists them as 
follows: in Chapter 20, there are nine, in Chapter 23, one, and 24, three. In 
Deuteronomy, there are three in Chapter 13, two in Chapter 17 and five in Chapter 
22. Between them, the two books specify 23 acts that are punishable by death with 
one, incest, by burning alive (Leviticus 20:14) and the rest, where it is specified, 
by stoning. The acts so listed are mainly either of a sexual or a religious nature, 
the latter mainly to do with apostasy, but they also include the sin of working on 
the Sabbath, which Obama surely must have done while President, as in Leviticus 
23:30. 

Most Christians today are either totally ignorant of these provisions or, if they 
are not, ‘cherry pick' their way round them, or claim that the New Testament has in 
some way abrogated them with a more humane dispensation. They could not be 
more mistaken. Those who argue thus are ignorant of the words ascribed to Jesus 
in Mathew Five, Verses 17 and 18: 'Think not that I came to destroy the law, or the 
prophets: I am not come to destroy but fulfil. For verily I say unto you, Till 
heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, until 
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it be fulfilled.’ And in James, 3 Verse 10: ‘For whosoever shall keep the law, and 
yet offend in one point, he is guilty of all’. Such are the commands of Jehovah, 
binding therefore not only on observant Jews, but also on all true Christians. They 
are unchangeable, because the god of the Bible, being perfect and all knowing, 
unlike Allah, always gets things right the first time, and admits of no ambiguities 
or abrogations in his holy book. Yet most of the acts judged by the Bible to be 
punishable by death would today, in any civilised country, not even be considered 
crimes at all, let alone subject to capital punishment. Only three of the Ten 
Commandments, those forbidding murder, theft and lying (this can be a crime 
under certain conditions) feature in modern western criminal codes, while many 
of those that do, for example bigamy, rape and paedophilia, are missing in the 
Ten Commandments. In the eyes of the law, if not of god, those violating any of 
the rest would now, to use Obama's term, be ‘innocents’. So, one has to choose. 
One cannot have it both ways. Since they are in so many respects in conflict with 
each other, either most of god's laws, or our laws, are wrong. The question then 
is, are those judged to be innocent by our laws ‘innocents’ in the eyes of Obama? 
If yes, then religion has indeed been and in the case of Islam, still is killing 
innocents, and Obama's claim therefore is wrong. 

I suspect that Obama’s fatally flawed assertion that religions do not kill 
innocents was motivated by his stated conviction, shared as it is by nearly all the 
western world’s politicians, that atrocities committed in the name of Islam by 
those describing themselves as Muslims are not motivated by their belief in or 
derived from the faith. We can explore this perverse refusal to see the causal 
connection between belief (in this instance a Muslim Jihadi’s belief in Islam) and 
action by taking three cases where belief plays a central part in setting in motion 
certain human actions. It is generally accepted by those who study such questions 
that conscious thought precedes certain kinds of human action, while with others, 
like reflexes and the functioning of organs such as the heart, it does not. 
Obviously, it is the first kind that interests here. All conscious actions necessarily 
involve selection, or choices, whether we see it that way or not. Choosing to do 
something and then doing it must exclude, at that precise moment, the opportunity 
to do something else. This is in a way a sacrifice, a sacrifice of time and effort that 
could have been put to other uses, and we often think and speak of it in that way. 
Likewise, a given sum of money cannot effect, not at any rate legally and at the 
same time, two or more separate and competing purchases. As with time, it is one 
or the other, but not both simultaneously, what economists call ‘opportunity cost’. 

Now the three cases where we can observe this principle at work. Our first is a 
lover of classical music who, like most, prefers the works of some composers 
over all others, and acts on that preference by buying and spending time listening 
to certain CDs rather than others, and by spending time and money on attending 
certain concerts rather than others...a perfectly rational choice. We can say that he 
or she has 'sacrificed' a certain amount of money and time as a direct result of 
their preferences. Given knowledge of these choices, no reasonable person, 
without evidence to the contrary, would suspect our music lover of concealing 
preferences in music different from those implied by his or her actions, or claim 
that beneath these preferences, for which they are prepared to make sacrifices of 
their time and money, there lurked motives that had nothing at all to do with 
music, or even perhaps motives which our music lover was blissfully unaware of. 

Next, we come to case two, one that shares something both with case one and 
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case three; case one, because it also involves the sacrifice of time and money, and 
three, because the sacrifices involved, again of time and money, are not for a 
secular need, music, but religion. Who, again, without evidence to the contrary, 
would question the sincerity of the faiths of Christian churchgoers whose beliefs 
bring them to church most Sunday mornings, and whose idea of financial sacrifice 
to their religion consists mainly of putting a few coins or maybe a bank note in 
the collection box? We would say, on the strength of this evidence, that these 
churchgoers are, beyond reasonable doubt, a pretty average sort of Christian, and 
that their actions in this respect do not suggest any other conclusion. 

However, when, in our case three, a well-educated and relatively prosperous 
young Muslim man (of course it could also be a woman) turns his back on his 
family, friends, education or job, finds his way by a devious, probably expensive 
and possibly dangerous route to Syria, and then gladly dies fighting those whom 
he believes and says are the enemies of his religion, his immeasurably greater 
sacrifices are interpreted in essentially secular terms; by the Sharia left as being 
inspired by conventional political motives and factors (poverty, ‘marginalisation’, 
racism, imperialism, Zionism etc); by the Obamas, Clintons and Camerons as 
acts of nameless and aimless ‘extremism’ and by those agencies investigating 
them, as caused by ‘mental health issues’. Yet if we turn to the history of 
Christianity, we have countless examples of men and women who were prepared 
to be burned alive for disputing the Church’s interpretation of a passage or even 
single phrase in the Bible, and of others who were no less willing to burn them. 
No historian of the church would deny that whether as martyrs or inquisitors, 
Christians have been motivated by their faith to kill and be killed. So why not 
Muslims, especially when a series of surveys show that most Muslims are far 
more devout in their beliefs their Christian and Jewish counterparts, and what is 
even more to the point, prepared to act on them, again by both killing and being 
killed? 

Let us next take two real life examples of our third case where it is simply 
impossible to believe that anything but a devotion to Islam was the sole 
motivation in recruitment to the Jihadi cause. In June 2015, three British Muslim 
sisters, minus their husbands but with their nine (sic) children, after making a 
pilgrimage to Mecca, fly to Turkey and then follow the well-beaten track across 
the border into Syria to join ISIS, where they will then along, with their children, 
be obliged to live their lives...what remains of them...according to the rigors of 
Sharia law. As is usual in such ‘disappearances’, a chorus of Muslims voices 
could immediately be heard blaming the police for not preventing their departure 
from the UK, as if three adult married women with nine children should not be 
held responsible for their own actions. We can be sure that if the security agencies 
had placed them under surveillance, the same voices would have been heard 
complaining of ‘profiling’ and discriminatory policing. (In fact, this is exactly 
what two of their husbands claimed, blaming the departure of their wives on 
police harassment. You cannot win.) Then in July, twelve more Muslims from 
Luton made the same journey, only this time not via Mecca but Bangladesh. This 
entourage of prospective Jihadis spanned not two but three generations, the oldest 
being a grandfather aged 75, and the youngest a child aged one. Again, relatives 
claimed to be totally stunned by the news. Just like the families of assassins who 
gun down, behead and blow-up civilians at random in the name of Allah, a 
relative claimed their departures were “completely out of character. This just does 
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not make any sense. We can only assume they must have been tricked into going 
there’. A party of twelve that included nine adults was ‘tricked’ into going to Syria 
(presumably via Turkey) instead of flying home from Bangladesh to Luton? Was 
anyone really expected to believe this nonsense? As the amusing TV advert had it, 
should they have perhaps first gone to Specsavers before checking in on the 
wrong flight to what proved to be Islamic State. After having the best part of four 
years to rectify their error, if, indeed error it was, there were reports in the western 
media that all 12 were dead, three killed fighting for the Islamic State (again, by 
mistake), and most of the rest by western bombing raids. But there is a more 
plausible explanation. than short-sightedness. As the Koranic citations in 
Appendix L prove beyond any doubt, a Muslim’s duty is to wage war against the 
infidel, whatever the risks, whatever the cost. It is as simple as that. What more do 
such Muslims have to do to prove to sceptics that these and similar actions are 
driven by the imperatives of religious devotion? Why this irrational, stubborn 
refusal by politicians to accept the so obvious truth that tens of thousands of 
young men and women were willingly, gladly, killing and being killed for their 
faith? Historians of religion have recorded how in the distant past, men and 
women, for example the early Christian martyrs, behaved in exactly the same 
manner (except for the killing) and for the same reasons, and their motives were 
never questioned either then or subsequently. Indeed, many were rewarded for 
their ultimate sacrifice with sainthood. So why are the motives of their Muslim 
equivalents questioned today? Why the ‘nothing to do with Islam’ mantra, which 
invokes any number of reasons and motives other than the only one that accords 
with the facts? 

Here we have a glaring and yet for many, unacknowledged inconsistency, in 
which the motives of those subscribing to secular ideologies and beliefs are seen 
in a totally different light to those who profess to act on their beliefs in the 
supernatural. No serious student of political behaviour would deny that white 
resistance to black civil rights in the southern states of the USA in the 1950s and 
60s was motivated by racial prejudice, or that anti-Semitism was the prime cause 
of Nazi racial policies in the Third Reich. It is no less obvious that trade 
unionists man picket lines because they want a strike to be effective, that 
communists advocate and when in power, institute the socialisation of the means 
of production because, rightly or wrongly, they believe it is a more efficient and 
just economic system than capitalism, that large corporations fund conservative 
parties and pressure groups because they trust them to protect their interests more 
than any other organisation or party. All this and much more in the same vein we 
accept without question. But when Muslims commit acts of terror, or join terrorist 
movements, everything changes. Explanations are sought everywhere except 
where they belong, even when its zealots proclaim it, in some cases literally, at the 
tops of their voices...with the religion of peace. 

In the world of politics, it is generally understood that debate and conflict 
between the various competing doctrines and parties takes place on the basis of 
what each advocates, while the voting public makes its choices according to its 
own inclinations as to the best option. And so long as the faith is not Islam, even 
religions are taken at their face value, at least when their results are seen as 
beneficial. The Rev. Martin Luther King's Christian beliefs are generally credited 
with being the main source of inspiration for his campaigns against segregation 
and for black civil rights and social justice. The same can be said of 19th century 
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Quaker employers who treated their work forces far more decently than their 
rapacious, mainly non-conformist competitors. In the same way, Gandhi’s strategy 
of non-violent resistance is attributed to his Jainist-influenced Hindu faith, and the 
Dalai Llama's to Buddhism. 

All this changes when it comes to evaluating actions motivated by a belief in 
Islam. We have come to expect that after every atrocity perpetrated by Muslims, 
apologists for Islam will argue that since by definition Islam is a religion of peace, 
love and tolerance, how could it motivate actions that are their exact opposite. If 
this is true, then the source must lie elsewhere. But where? Politicians never have 
to answer this so obvious question because those whose job it is to ask it never do. 
The Sharia left tells us that the source of Jihadism is, albeit in the guise of 
religion, the revolt of the Muslims masses against the depredations of western 
imperialism and Zionism, even if those who wage it are not necessarily fully 
aware of it themselves. But even non-Sharia left atheists and more generally 
rationalists and secularists, are understandably so perplexed and even distressed 
by the idea of anyone wanting to kill and die for a belief so primitive and absurd 
as Islam, that they prefer to look elsewhere to explain such behaviour. It must be 
‘something else’, though agreement on what that something is has so far proved 
elusive. To argue thus is to fall into the error of assuming that an illusion or a false 
idea cannot exert the same force of compulsion or inspiration on the human mind 
than a belief that is founded on reality. Just think of all the art works, music and 
monuments, many of them sublime, that from the dawn of human civilisation 
have been inspired by or dedicated to faiths and deities which the conflicting 
powers and truths claimed for each render all but one, at most, illusory....Bach’s 
St Mathew Passion, Michelangelo’s David, the temples at Luxor and Karnack, the 
Acropolis, the Mayan pyramids, the Golden Temple of Amritsar and the Great 
Mosque of Istanbul. Mundane secular life likewise furnishes numerous examples 
of the same phenomenon of acting in accordance with beliefs that are false, such 
as calling on a friend wrongly assumed to be at home. Up to the moment the caller 
finds they are mistaken, their actions would have been no different than if the 
assumption had been correct. I once was waiting at a bus stop, only to be told by a 
passer-by that the route did not operate on a Sunday. An entirely false assumption 
had guided my actions up to that point no differently than had it been correct. 

Obviously, discovering that a certain assumption or belief has proved false can 
and usually does affect future behaviour. Next time, we can phone first to make 
sure our friend is in. I should have checked the bus timetables. With most people, 
this is one of the ways by which we learn to live in the world more effectively. As 
the saying goes, we learn from our mistakes. But the truly devout person cannot 
treat their faith in this rational, pragmatic way. Whatever their experiences in the 
real world, they cannot and generally do not allow themselves to think that they 
could be mistaken about the one thing that gives meaning and purpose to their 
lives. Their prayers can go unanswered, terrible things can happen to good people, 
and nice things to bad people, natural disasters can wipe out thousands of lives in 
seconds, good people die before their time, struck down by cancer and terrible 
hereditary diseases. But it changes nothing. Some, inexplicably, claim that 
personal tragedies make their faith even stronger. It is all part of god's plan, 
perhaps, as some theologians claim, a punishment or a test. As they, and even 
politicians remind us from time to time, “god has a plan for each one us’, one from 
which there is no escaping: ‘The Lord of Hosts hath sworn, saying, Surely as I 
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have thought, so shall it come to pass; and as I have purposed, so shall it stand.’ 
(Isaiah 14: 21) As it did for the millions of mainly devout Jews driven into gas 
chambers by the Nazis. 

It is a source of puzzlement not only to me why even today, millions of 
otherwise rational people devote countless hours of their lives to prayers asking 
their god to do this or that personal favour for them (for example, scoring from or 
saving penalties, possibly sometimes the same penalty) when their holy book (be 
it the Bible or the Koran) quite clearly tells them that not only their fate, but that 
of the entire universe, has, from the beginning of time, been set in celestial 
concrete. For those who seek an explanation as to why this is so, a Roman 
Catholic primer provides it: ‘As for sufferings, persecutions, afflictions and 
misfortunes, these God not only permits, but Himself ordains for our good’. So 
like someone hooked on a conspiracy ‘theory’, into which every event is 
shoehorned to prove it, the believer goes on believing that the almighty's purpose 
is manifested in every and anything that happens, whether good or what we see as 
bad. As the hymn has it, God moves in mysterious ways. 

When the religious can discern in all human misery and suffering, as they 
must, the working out of a divine and ultimately beneficent plan, we have to 
accept that such beliefs, however ill-founded and even absurd, are genuine, 
indeed, in the case of the world’s 1.2 billion Roman Catholics, they are required to 
believe that the earthly institution that instils and upholds these beliefs is 
incapable of error. The Catechism assures the faithful that “Christ endowed the 
Church’s shepherds with the charism of infallibility in matters of faith and 
morals’, endowing the Church with what another Catholic text defines as the 
‘incapability [sic] of teaching what is false’. This assertion is simply a restatement 
of the principle first enunciated by Pope Saint Gregory VII (1073-85), described 
by the New Advent Catholic Encyclopaedia as ‘one of greatest of all pontiffs and 
one of the most remarkable men of all times’: ‘The Roman church has never 
erred, nor can [not “will”] it err until the end of time’. This claim once required 
Catholics to believe, amongst other nonsenses, that that contrary to the proof 
provided by Galileo, “God fixed the earth upon its foundation, never to be 
moved’, and to that to argue otherwise was not only ‘foolish, absurd and 
philosophically false’ but ‘formally heretical’, an obligation that was only 
rescinded (thereby repudiating, if only by implication, Pope Gregory VII’s dogma 
of Catholic inerrancy) in October 1992, when after more than three centuries of 
denial, Cardinal Poupard finally conceded that ‘we today [sic!] know that Galileo 
was right in adopting the Copernican astronomical theory.’ Again, I say, better late 
than never. That leaves only Islam still wedded to geocentrism, with the Koran’s 
insistence that the sun ‘is moving towards its determined goal’ as it ‘floats 
smoothly in an orbit’ around the earth.’ (36:41) 

Because such religious beliefs are (like Sharia leftist anti-Zionism) impervious 
to factual evidence and rational criticism, when challenged by either argument or 
experience, they prove amazingly resilient, as the cases of Galileo and two 
centuries later, Darwin, have demonstrated. They therefore have the capacity to 
guide the actions of those who embrace them no less than beliefs that are founded 
on reason and proven facts. How else can we explain why thousands of young 
Muslims poured into Syria from Europe to kill and die for a cause that that rests 
on no more evidence than does the Koran’s belief in a flat earth? Sam Harris, the 
neurologist and atheist writer, put it very well: 
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The people who are devoting their lives to waging Jihad really believe what they 
say they believe. The psychological problem that secularists must overcome is the 
basic doubt that anyone believes in paradise. I've had anthropologists and other 
over-educated people look me in the eye and insist that no one believes in 
martyrdom and that even suicide bombers are really concerned about politics, 
economics, and male bonding. Some experts [sic] on terrorism sincerely believe that 
no one is ever motivated to act on the basis of religious ideas. I find this astonishing. 


So do I. Historians of religion, irrespective of whether they themselves are 
believers or not, have no difficultly in accepting the obvious truth that until the 
dawn of the modern era, say beginning with the onset of the Enlightenment at the 
end of the seventeenth century, the entire population of our planet, save for 
possibly a handful of exceptions, believed in the existence of one or more 
supernatural powers that were responsible for the creation and behaviour of what 
modern science understands as the universe, and, in particular, determined the fate 
of every single human being. There was of course always a secular component to 
the lives of those that lived in the pre-modern era...the world of work, family and 
pleasure. But even here, religious rites and rules loomed large. A historian of the 
early modern era puts it very well: 


In our secular age it seems natural enough to concentrate on man’s painful attempts 
to feed and clothe himself, and to organise society to minimize violence. Economics 
and politics are the fundamental issues; all else is top dressing. This order of 
priorities would not have been intelligible in the fifteenth century, or, indeed, three 
centuries later. Men may frequently have been lax in their religious duties, may 
sometimes have scoffed at the churches’ doctrines or regarded the pretensions of 
priests with scepticism. Nevertheless, they were locked into a system of belief in the 
supernatural world by the brute facts of life; a hazardous, unpredictable world could 
only be understood in terms of the operation of possibly arbitrary spiritual forces. 
(C.S.L. Davies: Peace, Print and Protestantism, 1450-1558) 


Recent palaeontological discoveries and research have proved beyond any 
doubt that for the last 100,000 years at the very least, the brain of homo sapiens 
has possessed the capacity to apply its powers of reasoning to tackle the problems 
that have confronted our species as its modes of existence have become ever more 
complex. But only in the last few centuries has this capacity been systematically 
applied, primarily in the form of science, and at that, not uniformly across the 
globe or in all cultures, and, least of all, in that created by Islam, a culture still 
totally in thrall to the claims of religious superstition in a manner resembling 
closely that described above. This so obvious truth is one that the western 
intelligentsia, its thinking blinkered by its own ideological inhibitions, seems 
incapable of comprehending, and its rejection results in a search for other 
explanations than the religious to account for why some Muslims behave the way 
they do. In the midst of this almost universal denial of the religious motivations 
that inspire Jihadism, any voice of sanity is welcome, no matter from what 
quarter. 

It has in recent years become almost de rigueur for Christian clerics to speak 
well of a religion whose undisguised strategic objective is to put them out of 
business, a kind of turning of the theological cheek. Archbishop of Canterbury 
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Rowan Williams (who knows, possibly with the intention of easing the 
transition from a nominally Christian to an Islamising UK) even went so far as to 
advocate the incorporation of Sharia law into UK law. His successor, Justin 
Welby, fast-tracked into the job from a successful career in the world of mammon, 
although not going quite as far as his predecessor, conceded that Islam, with its 
macho warrior culture and inviting rewards for Jihadi martyrdom, was proving 
itself a far more, quote, ‘exiting’ option in the faith market than the less 
glamourous offerings of what he called ‘mainstream religion’. Then, in March 
2015, a lone, discordant voice disrupted the harmony of the Quisling clerical 
chorus. Incredibly, it was that of the Queen's Chaplain, the Reverend Gavin 
Ashenden. Unlike his fellow clerics and (and of course the UK’s politicians), who 
find the message of Islam to be exclusively one of peace, love, toleration and 
compassion, the Reverend Ashenden had actually taken the trouble to read the 
Koran and, unlike the Pope, in doing so, found it contained more than one 
hundred passages that are ‘inviting people to violence’. That's about right. (I cite 
61 of these in Appendix L) It would not take long before the Reverend’s readiness 
to speak the truth about the nature of Islam, views totally at odds with both his 
own clerical establishment and those of his then employer’s eldest son (see 
Appendix IX), would land him in royal hot water. In January 2017, instead of a 
reading from the Bible, a Muslim student (again) was invited to read a passage 
from the Koran at a service to mark the feast of Epiphany at Glasgow’s St Mary 
Cathedral. The passage selected had been approved in advance by the event’s 
organisers. Of all the passages that could have been chosen, the text selected and 
approved was one which explicitly denied the divinity of Jesus. Imagine, if you 
can, the reverse; a Christian being invited to read a passage from the Bible 
affirming the divinity of Christ in a mosque in Saudi Arabia at a service 
celebrating the beginning of Ramadan. With this very thought in mind, a justly 
outraged Ashenden wrote to The Times: 


Sanctioning a key passage from Koran which denies the divinity of Jesus to be read 
in Christian worship has been criticised as a rather serous failure. The justification 
offered is that it engages some kind of reciprocity founders on the understandable 
refusal of Islamic communities to read passages from the Gospel in Muslim prayers 
announcing the Lordship of Christ. It never happens. 


The Reverend Ashenden’s letter was published on January 17. Less than a week 
later, the same paper announced that its author had resigned from his office as 
Chaplain to the Queen ‘in order to be able to speak more freely about the struggle 
Christianity is facing in our culture’. Support from his fellow clergy for his 
defence of his - and their - faith was nowhere to be found. In an innovation that 
was certain, if not actually calculated, to delight the then dhimmi Prince of Wales, 
the former Bishop of Oxford, the ultra-‘progressive’ Lord Harries, proposed that 
at future coronations, there should be readings from ...yes, the Koran. I suggest a 
verse that runs thus: ‘Those who believe from among the People of the Book [the 
Bible] and the Polytheists will be in hell-fire to dwell therein in for ever. They are 
the worst of creatures.’ If this proposal is adopted, do not anticipate many 
Anglican eyebrows being raised at such an innovation. After all, none were when 
Yasser Arafat declared to a press conference in Geneva on September 2, 1983, that 
‘Jesus Christ was the first Palestinian militant fedayeen who carried his sword 
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along the path on which the Palestinians today carry their cross [sic!]’. Certainly, 
no offence had been taken where it counted most, in Rome, because two weeks 
later, the cross-bearing Arafat was a guest of Pope John Paul II, observing that he 
felt at home in the Vatican, because it was the seat of St. Peter, ‘the first 
Palestinian [sic] exile’. No wonder they say reality can be stranger than 
fiction...and in this case, I would add, more obscene. 

Among those trying to sanitise Jihadism was self-appointed pundit Russell 
Brand, the Corbynista, Trumpista and Putinista multi-millionaire whose well- 
advertised pseudo-anarchist rantings accompanied his apologias for the anti- 
Semitic, genocidal theocratic thugs who run the Gaza Strip like a mafia fiefdom. 
Numbering himself among the despised super-rich, he bragged that he evaded 
paying his train fare, while denouncing the 'system' and the corruption of his 
fellow plutocrats, from which he presumably was personally immune. However, 
his main claim to political fame was undermining the UK's liberal democracy by 
persuading young people not to vote - as if they needed any persuading. Brand 
also found the time to discover why young UK Muslims were turning to Jihadism. 
Like everything else about this self-promoting political play-boy, it had all been 
said before. Jihadism springs, we were told, not from Islam, but is a reaction to 
the failings of British society: "The kernel of the truth [sic] in the sprawling, 
bewildering bramble of ISIS madness is [presumably infidel] society isn't 
working, it's totally corrupt...that’s the thing that resonates in the core of young 
people, that's the thing that pulls them into mad Jihadism.’ So then, ISIS, for all its 
‘madness’, possesses a ‘kernel of truth’, though exactly what it is, he doesn't say. 
Whatever it is, it 'resonates' with young Muslims (though he says young people) 
who, like Brand, have seen through the corruption of western liberal democracy, 
with its universal suffrage, free elections, higher livings standards, elected 
legislatures, rule of law, political parties, individual freedoms, free religion, and at 
least partially speech and press, its trade unions, pressure groups, legally enforced 
gender equality, sexual freedoms, statutory paid holidays, free health care, free 
education, and of course television programmes featuring...Russell Brand. What is 
all this corruption worth, compared with what ISIS has to offer? Just like the rest 
of the Sharia left and Obama, Cameron and Clegg, Brand had nothing bad to say 
about Islam. If ‘young people’ are turning to terrorism, corrupt, materialist and 
increasingly godless infidels are the ones to blame. [For Brand’s excursions into 
far right politics, see Appendix XIV.) 

It is indeed true that many young Muslims do feel this way about the UK they 
have grown up in, though whether that is 'our fault’ so speak, or due to their own 
religion's incompatibility with western civilisation, is another matter entirely. This 
is how one young UK Muslim saw it: 


Stop putting freedom on this pedestal. This is a value stemming from secular liberal 
beliefs. We don't need a value which stems from a bankrupt ideology. We are 
becoming infatuated with the civilisation of the kuffar and their beliefs and their 
values...Now you know who you are...if you are one of those who state: "I will die 
to protect your freedom and believe in freedom of speech". 


Evidently, we have here no disciple of Voltaire. But let us not rush to 


judgement. Could this not have been be the angry outpourings of just the kind of 
alienated young Muslim that Brand had in mind: excluded, rejected, 


17 


‘marginalised’, victimised, stereotyped, stigmatised by racism and Islamophobia, 
and yet with the courage to reject and fight back against the iniquities and 
hypocrisy of white, corrupt, capitalist imperialist Britain? Well...not exactly. They 
were the on-line thoughts of one Aysl Choudhry, a 22-year-old Trainee Lawyer at 
the London law firm of Clifford Chance. He had nothing to say about what the 
Sharia left claims are the motivations that lie behind Islamic activism...the West’s 
economic and social system, inequality, poverty, racism, imperialism, and the rest 
of it. What he hated about the UK and, by implication, the West generally, was its 
belief in freedom of speech, a freedom legally protected in UK courts even if 
nowhere else save Parliament, the very same hatred that led to the massacre of the 
Charlie Hebdo journalists only days before this item was posted on YouTube, and 
to which it was obviously a response. When his comments were drawn to the 
attention of his employers, their reaction made it very clear they saw no 
difficulties arising from their trainee's total rejection of all the principles 
underpinning the English legal and political system. In fact, they saw it as 
something to be, as the expression has it, embraced: "The firm is committed to 
establishing an inclusive [sic] culture where people with diverse backgrounds and 
views [sic] work effectively together and feel confident to develop their potential.’ 
No matter that Choudhry’s ‘diverse views' diverged to the extent that they were in 
total opposition to those he was being trained and paid for to uphold, or that he 
was actively campaigning against them on the internet. One must assume his 
employers anticipated no difficulties arising from a situation where a Jewish 
woman could find herself defended in court by a barrister who regarded his client 
as a contemptible female 'kuffar’, akin to an ape or a sow. 

One would have thought that in the year of the 800th anniversary of Magna 
Carta, for his employers, it should have gone without saying that when it came to 
upholding the law, the one, single law of the land, there could be no room for 
cultural ‘diversity’, of two parallel, and even competing systems of law such as 
that proposed by Rowan Williams. One or the other has to prevail, and those 
charged with the responsibility of training recruits to the legal profession are 
betraying that trust if they think and teach otherwise. It is scandalous that a 
reputable law firm could boast of its welcoming attitude to such ‘diversity’, 
especially when, as in this case, it was totally at odds and at even at war with the 
hard-won and legally grounded liberal democratic culture of the UK. One 
wonders: what would the response of Clifford Chase if, in a defence of the 
English legal system, one of their trainees had posted a trenchant critique of 
Sharia law? The infatuation with ‘cultural inclusiveness’ was not unique to 
Clifford Chance. In 2014, it led to no less a body than the Law Society proposing 
the adoption and application of Sharia law in cases involving only Muslims, 
including cases in which women would of necessity be treated as inferior to men. 
The proposal was only dropped after persistent and aggressive campaigning by 
secularists, not as a result of any objection from (Tory) government ministers. 

To return to our main point: if, as Brand and those on the left claim, Jihadis 
are 'really' driven to commit terrorist acts, not by a fanatical devotion to their 
religion, but secular concerns, such as the evils of capitalist exploitation, racism 
and the like, why then do they not behead capitalist tycoons instead of Syrian 
Christians and Yazidis, and cry out ‘down with capitalism’ or, in the Paris 
massacre at the office of Charlie Hebdo, ‘death to racist journalists' instead of, as 
they do, 'God is Great’ or 'the prophet is avenged"? Why were the targets in the 
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‘copycat’ Copenhagen killings of February 14, 2015 also, as in Paris, literary and 
Jewish, a cartoonist, and a synagogue instead of the rich and the powerful? Why 
desecrate 300 Jewish tombs and a Holocaust memorial in Alsace, as young 
Muslims did on the night of February 15, 2015? Did the self-proclaimed Jihadi 
Mohammed Mera strike a blow against capitalist exploitation and French 
imperialism when on March 19, 2012, he gunned down a rabbi and three Jewish 
children at a Jewish school in Toulouse, or Salman Abedi against western 
imperialism, as Corbyn implied, when he murdered 23 children at a pop concert 
in Manchester? 

Are these targets and victims the defenders, bastions and symbols of western 
capitalism against which, so Brand the Sharia left would have us believe, Islam is 
waging its Jihad on behalf of the exploited Muslim masses? Why not target 
instead the banks, the stock exchanges, the mansions and_ palaces of the ruling 
classes? When, in February 2015, ISIS beheaded on a Libyan beach 21 Coptic 
Christians, was this a blow struck against the crimes of western imperialism or, as 
the assassins themselves declared, collective retribution against the ‘hostile 
Egyptian church’? How does the bulldozing, in March 2015, of the 3000-year-old 
Assyrian city of Nimrud by ISIS strike a blow against 21st century imperialism? 
Is it not just possible that ISIS, emulating here the precedent set by the Taliban, 
destroyed such treasures for theological reasons, since they were the creations of a 
pre-Islamic pagan culture? I would like to see Brand and the SWP explaining how 
slaughtering 38 tourists on a beach in Tunisia, or more than a hundred young men 
and women at a gig in Paris, advances the struggle of the Arab masses for social 
justice, or, for that matter, the liberation of the Palestinians from ‘Zionist 
oppression’. 

But let us now conclude with two more examples our quest to understand 
what motivates Jihadi terrorism. and why some seem to find this task so far 
beyond their mental capacities. On September 21, 2013, masked gunmen burst 
into the Israeli-owned Westgate shopping mall in Nairobi. It rapidly became 
obvious to those trapped in the complex that the purpose of the raid was not 
robbery, but mass murder. It also became clear, despite the panic and mayhem, 
that not everyone was going to be killed. The gunmen set about interrogating 
shoppers, asking them a series of questions that only a Muslim could have known 
the answer to, such as the name of Mohammed's mother. Others were asked to 
recite Islamic prayers. Those who were able by their responses to prove 
themselves Muslims were told to leave the building. The gunmen then opened up 
with their automatic weapons on the infidels who remained. 67 were slaughtered, 
and 175 wounded, before the gunmen were themselves killed by Kenyan security 
forces. (Not, the reader will recall, the response favoured by Corbyn.) In what way 
had this atrocity struck a blow against western imperialism? And it what sense 
was it not motived by religion? 

When three U.S. Muslims were charged in February 2015 with amongst other 
crimes, plotting the assassination of President Obama, it was revealed that one of 
the three, ibn Hasan, had stated on an Islamic website that he wanted to shoot 
Obama 'and then get shot ourselves’. Again, the death wish, the yearning for 
martyrdom, and the promise of the rewards of paradise...these desires are entirely 
religious. It is simply impossible to interpret them in any other way. The would-be 
assassins’ motives had nothing whatsoever to do with those ascribed to Jihadis by 
Sharia left mind-readers or, for that matter, their intended victim’s anonymous 


19 


‘extremism’. As in every other case where we have access to the thoughts of 
Jihadis, whether in court, on line or in videos, the motive has been a purely 
religious desire for martyrdom, ‘for Allah’, and against '‘polytheists and infidels’, 
not imperialism. It is, of course, possible to argue, like Russell Brand and his ilk, 
that when Muslims stone women to death for alleged sexual misdemeanours, hurl 
homosexuals from tall buildings, burn alive in cages fellow Muslims, bury alive, 
rape, behead and crucify Christians, kidnap and auction young women and girls 
for rape fodder, rear and train children to be assassins and suicide bombers and, 
generally, display in these and other actions their total rejection of the values of 
western civilisation, that this is indeed a kind of anti-imperialism, in as much as 
these values originated in, and are unfortunately still largely confined, to countries 
that the Sharia left defines as ‘imperialist’. If there is indeed a cure, for want of a 
better word, for the wretchedness and waste of human life engendered by 
contemporary Islam, it is not by slavish adherence to the founding texts which are 
its cause, but by emancipation from them, to step out from the mosque into the 
realm of the secular, just as increasing numbers of the world’s other faiths have 
done from their religious prisons, making possible advances in the quality of life 
that are the envy of an Islamic world still trapped a seventh century ghetto of its 
own making. 
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